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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 4/1/2004 is being 
considered by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1, 9, 13, 14, 18, 20, 22, 23, 31, 33, 35, and 36 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Breisch (US 2,101,571). 

4. In re claim 1, Breisch discloses an equipment housing comprising: 

• a back box (10, Fig 1) having opposide side walls and top and bottom walls, 
said opposing side walls and said top and bottom walls defining a frontal 
opening 

• a front enclosure including (1 1 , Fig 1 ) a front panel, said front panel having a 
first horizontal axis and a vertical axis passing through a plane defined by 
said front panel, said front enclosure being pivotably coupled to said back box 

• at least one generally rectangular frontal portion (12, Fig 1 ) intersecting said 
front panel along a line generally parallel to said horizontal axis, said frontal 
portion intersecting said front panel at a predetermined angle in a first frontal 
portion position, said frontal portion having an upper edge spaced from said 
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front panel by a first distance at said first frontal portion position to form an 
opening between said upper edge and said front panel 

5. In re claim 9, Breisch discloses the front enclosure pivotally connect to the back 
box with a hinge (27, Fig 1). 

6. In re claim 13, Breisch discloses an electronics equipment rack (37, Fig 1 and 38, 
Fig 4) mounted behind said front panel 

7. In re claim 14, Breisch discloses an electronics equipment rack (37, Fig 1 and 38 
Fig 4) mounted to a front enclosure (12, Fig 4) such that the said equipment rack is 
accessible through the opening between the upper edge of the frontal portion and the 
front panel. 

8. In re claim 18, Breisch discloses a pivot mechanism (27, Fig 4) configured to 
permit pivotal rotation of said frontal portion (12, Fig 1) around a second horizontal axis 
parallel to said first horizontal axis so as to permit said first distance to be varied as a 
result of the pivotal rotation of said frontal portion with respect to said front panel 

9. In re claim 20, Breisch discloses the pivot mechanism as a hinge (27, Fig 4). 

10. In re claim 22, Breisch discloses the frontal portion in a closed position (12, Fig 
4). 

11. In re claim 23, Breisch discloses the frontal position in a closed position (12, Fig 
4) and a second substantially horizontal frontal portion position (12, Fig 1). 

12. In re claim 31, Breisch discloses the front enclosure pivotally connect to the back 
box with a hinge (27, Fig 1). 
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13. In re claim 33, Breisch discloses the hinge as comprising two detachable hinges 
(27, Fig 1). 

14. In re claim 35, Breisch discloses an electronics equipment rack (37, Fig 1 and 38, 
Fig 4) mounted behind said front panel 

15. In re claim 36, Breisch discloses an electronics equipment rack (37, Fig 1 and 38, 
Fig 4) mounted behind said front panel that is accessible through an opening between 
an upper edge of a frontal portion and front panel. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

16. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 7. Claims 2,3,4,21, 24, 25, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Breisch (US 2,101,571) in view of Cullinan (US 5,281,018). 

18. In re claim 2, Breisch discloses for a system control panel (53, 54, 52, and 45, 
Fig 1), but not a visual display screen. Cullinan teaches that an equipment housing may 
have a visual display screen (10, Fig 1)for interfacing with electronic equipment in the 
housing. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have modified the Breisch apparatus with a visual display screen as taught 
by Cullinan to interface with the electronic equipment. 
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19. In re claim 3, Cullinan discloses the visual display screen (10, Fig 1) mounted 
behind a front panel and an opening (40, Fig 1) sized and positioned to allow the 
viewing of the visual display mounted to said front panel behind said opening. 

20. In re claim 4, Breisch discloses the system control panel (53, 54, 52, and 45, Fig 
1 ) mounted to the front of said front panel. 

21 . In re claim 21 , Breisch discloses the claimed invention except for at least one 
mechanical stop operative to permit said frontal portion to be movably engaged at at 
least one predetermined rotational position with respect to said front panel. Cullinam 
teaches that a mechanical stop operative (60, Fig 1) may be placed to help support the 
frontal portion in a certain position (col 6, lines 43-45). It would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to add a mechanical stop operative to a 
frontal portion to support the frontal portion in a certain pivotal position. 

22. In re claim 24, Breisch discloses for a system control panel (53, 54, 52, and 45, 
Fig 1) and Cullinan discloses a virtual display screen (10, Fig 1). 

23. In re claim 25, Cullinan discloses the visual display screen (10, Fig 1) mounted 
behind a front panel and an opening (40, Fig 1) sized and positioned to allow the 
viewing of the visual display mounted to said front panel behind said opening. 

24. In re claim 26, Breisch discloses the system control panel (53, 54, 52, and 45, 
Fig 1 ) mounted to the front of said front panel. 
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25. Claims 5, 6, 7, 8, and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Breisch (US 2,101 ,571) in view of Cullinan (US 5,281 ,018) as applied 
to claim 2 above, and further in view of Hill, III (US 5,646,819). 

26. In re claim 5, Breisch in view of Cullinan discloses the claimed invention except 
for at least one of a touch screen, a pen-based input panel and a visual display screen. 
Hill teaches that a pen based input panel (37, Fig 2) may be used to create input where 
the visual display screen is part of a notepad type computer (col 2, lines 39-41 ). It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made 
to have modified the Breisch/Cullinan apparatus with adding a pen-based input panel, 
as taught by Hill, to an equipment housing to allow input for a notepad type of computer 
in the housing. 

27. In re claim 6, Cullinan discloses one piece of electronic equipment (16, Fig 3) 
having an equipment control panel (14, Fig 2), with said equipment control panel 
accessible through said opening between said upper edge of said frontal portion and 
said front panel, but lacks said at least one piece of electronic equipment being 
mounted to said front enclosure. Hill teaches that a front enclosure may have a pocket 
(32, Fig 1) for mounting a note type computer. It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to have modified the 
Breisch/Cullinan apparatus with the teaching of mounting a piece of electronic 
equipment to the front panel as taught by Hill for allowing screen input access to the 
electronic equipment. 
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28. In re claim 7, Hill discloses the electronic equipment as a personal computer (col 
2, lines 43-47). 

29. In re claim 8, Cullinan discloses the equipment control panel (14, Fig 1) as 
accessible through an opening between the upper edge of the frontal portion and the 
front panel. 

30. In re claim 1 1 , Breisch discloses the hinge as comprising two detachable hinges 
(27, Fig 1). 

31. Claims 27, 28, 29, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Breisch (US 2,101 ,571) in view of Cullinan (US 5,281 ,018) as applied 
to claim 24 above, and further in view of Hill, III (US 5,646,819). 

32. In re claim 27, Breisch in view of Cullinan discloses the claimed invention except 
for at least one of a touch screen, a pen-based input panel and a visual display screen. 
Hill teaches that a pen based input panel (37, Fig 2) may be used to create input where 
the visual display screen is part of a notepad type computer (col 2, lines 39-41 ). It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made 
to have modified the Breisch/Cullinan apparatus with the teaching of adding a pen- 
based input panel to an equipment housing, as taught by Hill, to allow input for a 
notepad type of computer in the housing. 

33. In re claim 28, Cullinan discloses one piece of electronic equipment (16, Fig 3) 
having an equipment control panel (14, Fig 2), with said equipment control panel 
accessible through said opening between said upper edge of said frontal portion and 
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said front panel, but lacks said at least one piece of electronic equipment being 
mounted to said front enclosure. Hill teaches that a front enclosure may have a pocket 
(32, Fig 1) for mounting a note type computer. It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to have modified the 
Breisch/Cullinan apparatus to mount a piece of electronic equipment to the front panel, 
as taught by Hill, for allowing input access to the electronic equipment. 

34. In re claim 29, Hill discloses the electronic equipment as a personal computer 
(col 2, lines 43-47). 

35. In re claim 30, Cullinan discloses the equipment control panel (14, Fig 1) as 
accessible through an opening between the upper edge of the frontal portion and the 
front panel. 

36. Claims 10 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Breisch (US 2,101,571) in view of Holland (US 2,872,178). 

37. In re claim 10, Breisch discloses the claimed invention except a piano hinge. 
Holland teaches that a piano hinge may be used on an equipment housing be able to 
better redirect force on the hinge (col 2, lines 9-16). It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the invention of 
Breisch with a piano hinge, as taught by Holland, in order to better redirect force on the 
hinge. 

38. In re claim 32, Breisch discloses the claimed invention except a piano hinge. 
Holland teaches that a piano hinge may be used on an equipment housing be able to 
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better redirect force on the hinge (col 2, lines 9-16). It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the invention of 
Breisch with a piano hinge, as taught by Holland, in order to better redirect force on the 
hinge. 

39. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Breisch 
(US 2,101,571) in view of Cullinan (US 5,281,018) and Hill, III (US 5,646,819) as 
applied to claim 1 1 above, and in further view of Bauman (US 3,042,384). 

40. In re claim 12, Breisch in view of Cullinan and Hill discloses the claimed invention 
except for a pintel hinge. Bauman teaches that a housing with hinged front parts may be 
hinged by pintel hinges (col 5, lines 19-23) and that these permit removability of the 
front parts without tools (col 5, lines 48, to 59). It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to have modified the 
Breisch/Cullinan/Hills equipment housing with pintel hinges, as taught by Bauman, in 
order to be able to remove the front enclosures without tools. 

41 . Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Breisch 
(US 2,101,571) in view of Bauman (US 3,042,384). 

42. In re claim 34, Breisch discloses the claimed invention except for a pintel hinge. 
Bauman teaches that a housing with hinged front parts may be hinged by pintel hinges 
(col 5, lines 19-23) and that these permit removability of the front parts without tools (col 
5, lines 48, to 59). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
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invention was made to have modified the Breisch's equipment housing with pintel 
hinges as taught by Bauman in order to be able to remove the front enclosures without 
tools. 

43. Claims 15, 16, 19, 37, and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Breisch (US 2,101,571). 

44. In re claim 15, Breisch discloses the claimed invention except for the distance 
between said opposing side walls being less than or equal to 30.5 inches. It would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to make the distance 
between said opposing side walls being less than or equal to 30.5 inches, since it has 
been held that, where the only difference between the prior art and the claims was a 
recitation of relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the claimed 
relative dimensions would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed 
device was not patentably distinct from the prior art device. In Gardener v. TEC 
Systems, Inc., 725 F.2s 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 

45. In re claim 16, Breisch discloses the claimed invention except for the back box 
having a width and a depth wherein the ratio of the width to the depth is greater than 
3.0. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
make the back box have a width and a depth wherein the ratio of the width to the depth 
is greater than 3.0, since it has been held that, where the only difference between the 
prior art and the claims was a recitation of relative dimensions of the claimed device and 
a device having the claimed relative dimensions would not perform differently than the 
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prior art device, the claimed device was not patentably distinct from the prior art device. 
In Gardener v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2s 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 

46. In re claim 19, Breisch discloses the claimed invention except for the pivot 
mechanism including a pair of pivot pins, rather in only discloses one pin of the hinge 
(27, Fig 4) for rotation of the frontal portion around the front panel. It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to add another pin with hinge 
to the frontal portion, since it has been held that mere duplication of the essential 
working parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. St. Regis Paper Co. v. 
Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. 

47. In re claim 37, Breisch discloses the claimed invention except for the distance 
between said opposing side walls being less than or equal to 30.5 inches. It would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to make the distance 
between said opposing side walls being less than or equal to 30.5 inches, since it has 
been held that, where the only difference between the prior art and the claims was a 
recitation of relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the claimed 
relative dimensions would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed 
device was not patentably distinct from the prior art device. In Gardener v. TEC 
Systems, Inc., 725 F.2s 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 

48. In re claim 38, Breisch discloses the claimed invention except for the back box 
having a width and a depth wherein the ratio of the width to the depth is greater than 
3.0. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
make the back box have a width and a depth wherein the ratio of the width to the depth 
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is greater than 3.0, since it has been held that, where the only difference between the 
prior art and the claims was a recitation of relative dimensions of the claimed device and 
a device having the claimed relative dimensions would not perform differently than the 
prior art device, the claimed device was not patentably distinct from the prior art device. 
In Gardener v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2s 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 

49. Claims 17, 39, 40, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Breisch (US 2,101 ,571) in view of Hirschman et al (US 1 ,320,392). 

50. In re claim 17, Breisch discloses the claimed invention except, back box has a 
peripheral front edge extending along said side walls, said top wall and said bottom 
wall, said peripheral front edge defining a front edge plane, and said back box including 
a lip extending outward along at least a portion of said peripheral front edge within said 
front edge plane. Hirschman teaches that an enclosure may have a peripheral front 
edge (See Fig 1 Hirschman enclosed) with a lip (See Fig 1 Hirschman enclosed) 
extending outward along the peripheral edge to let the enclosure be installed flush with 
a wall to economize space (col 1 , lines 38-44). It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to have modified Breisch's 
apparatus with a peripheral front edge having a lip, as taught by Hirschman, in order to 
improve the space taken up by the enclosure. 



Application/Control Number: 10/816,030 
Art Unit: 4147 



Page 13 




Fig 1 Hirschman enclosed 

51 . In re claim 39, Breisch discloses the claimed invention except, back box has a 
peripheral front edge extending along said side walls, said top wall and said bottom 
wall, said peripheral front edge defining a front edge plane, and said back box including 
a lip extending outward along at least a portion of said peripheral front edge within said 
front edge plane. Hirschman teaches that an enclosure may have a peripheral front 
edge (See Fig 1 Hirschman enclosed) with a lip (See Fig 1 Hirschman enclosed) 
extending outward along the peripheral edge to let the enclosure be installed flush with 
a wall to economize space (col 1 , lines 38-44). It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to have modified Breisch's 
apparatus with a peripheral front edge having a lip, as taught by Hirschman, for 
economizing space taken up by the enclosure. 

52. In re claim 40, Hirschman discloses 

• a device that is used by framing a wall area to provide an opening within the 
framing of a predetermined height and width 
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• mounting a back box (1 , Fig 1 ) of a predetermined height and width less than 
said opening height and width respectively, within the opening and framing 
(col 1, lines 38-48). 

53. while Breisch discloses 

• a first pair of detachable hinge portions (27, Fig 1) affixed to a back box (10, 
Fig 1) 

• a pivotally coupled front enclosure (1 1 , Fig 1 ) with a second pair of 
detachable hinge portions (27, Fig 1), where the second pair of hinge portions 
is affixed to the first hinge portions to permit pivotal rotaion of said front 
enclosure with respect to the back box. 

54. Note that under the principles of inherency, if a prior art device, in its normal and 
usual operation, would necessarily perform the method claimed, then the method 
claimed will be considered to be anticipated by the prior art device. In re King, 801 F.2d 
1324, 231 USPQ 136 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

55. In re claim 41 , Breisch discloses a piece of electronics equipment (82, Fig 1 ) on 
the front enclosure (1 1 , Fig 1 ). Note that regarding the claim language of the electronic 
equipment being mounted before pivotally coupling the front enclosure to the back box, 
it has been held that selection of any order of performing process steps is a prima facie 
obvious in the absence of new or unexpected results. In re Gibson, 39 F.2d 975, 5 
USPQ 230 (CCPA 1930) 
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Conclusion 

56. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Odemer (US 4,881 ,295) discloses an equipment control panel 
and electronic equipment for back box that fits into a recess. Suffi (US 5,001 ,602) 
discloses an equipment enclosure for components on a pivotal front panel back box lips. 
Gallarelli et al (US 5,595,316) and Haag et al (US 7,049,516 B1) disclose a back box 
with a peripheral front edge with a lip. Bridson (US 6,359,270 B1) discloses a back box 
and front panel with a touch screen. Cox (US 4,718,740) discloses a frontal portion with 
an equipment control panel. Welch (US 1,275,511), Manshel (US 2,136,558), Evans 
(US 2,794,434), and Steiner (US 3,218,1 1 1) disclose a back box with a pivotally 
attached front panel with a pivotally attached frontal portion. Linstromberg (4,087,140) 
discloses a front panel and frontal portion with a rack. Munch et al (US 5,082,336), 
Laskey (US 264,172), Watts (US 809,592), Kelonge (US 937,215), Eustis (US 
1,441,410), Roedding (US 1 ,556,353), and Holland (US 2,872,178) disclose a front 
panel and a back box with lips for fitting into a recess. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to QUINN HUNTER whose telephone number is (571)270- 
3910. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri., 8AM-5PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-4491. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/George Nguyen/ 
| Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4147, 



Quinn Hunter 
Examiner 
Art Unit 4147 
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